• Introduction I n her article, "Doing Justice to Judaism," Mary C. Boys described her personal journey into Jewish and Christian dialogue.
1 She traced her deepening awareness of the ways in which supersessionist beliefs and the "Christ killer" slander impede genuine exchange. She also noted the ways in which historical-critical studies of the Bible can help Christians develop a theology that would "unleash the power in the story of the passion and death of Jesus" but, at the same time, acknowledge the harm the story has done to Jews. Quoting the Pontifical Biblical Commission's 2001 statement on "The Jewish People and Their Sacred Scriptures in the Christian Bible," Boys wrote that "Christians can and ought to admit that the Jewish reading of the Bible is a possible one, in continuity with the Jewish Sacred Scriptures from the Second Temple period, a reading analogous to the Christian reading which developed in parallel fashion." 2 Boys and the Commission have implicitly made the case for their Jewish interlocutors' doing justice to Christianity, although that may not have been their intent. Yet, despite strong statements of reconciliation made by Jewish scholars and rabbis, modern Jewish polemicists continue to attract an audience. Dabru Emet, which more than 170 Jewish scholars signed in 2000, reaffirmed that Jews and Christians worship the same God and asserted that Nazism was not a Christian phenomenon. 3 The 2015 declaration on Christianity made by Orthodox rabbis avowed "that the emergence of Christianity in human history is neither an accident nor an error, but the willed divine outcome and gift to the nations." 4 Nevertheless, the meaningful dialogue between Jews and Christians that occurred in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries has not diminished the appeal of anti-Christian literature. There are at least three reasons for this. First, some Christian missionaries continue to proselytize Jews, even though institutional statements may officially prohibit or discourage this activity. 5 Notably problematic are Messianic Jews and Hebrew Christians, who frequently meet in evangelical churches or are sponsored by Christians 2 Ibid., pp. 109-110, citing "The Jewish People and Their Sacred Scriptures in the Christian Bible," Pontifical Biblical Commission, 2001, section IIA.7, no. 22; available at http://www.ccjr.us/dialogika-resources/documents-and-statements/roman-catholic /vatican-curia/282-pbc-2001.
3 "Dabru Emet [Speak Truth]: A Jewish Statement on Christians and Christianity," Institute for Islamic, Christian, Jewish Studies; available at http://www.icjs.org/dabru-emet /text-version. 4 Center for Jewish-Christian Understanding and Cooperation, "To Do the Will of Our Father in Heaven: Toward a Partnership between Jews and Christians," no. 3; available at http://cjcuc.com/site/2015/12/03/orthodox-rabbinic-statement-on-christianity/.
5 E.g., the statement, "The Gifts and the Calling of God Are Irrevocable," issued by the Catholic Commission for Religious Relations with Jews in 2015, explicitly stated that "the Catholic Church neither conducts nor supports any specific institutional mission work directed towards Jews," December 10, 2015, no. 40; available at https://www .catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=11101.
and who believe themselves to be practicing Jews. 6 Moreover, "Messianic
Christians" who re-purpose Jewish holidays for a Christian agenda, such as observance of a Passover Seder or construction of a tabernacle during Sukkoth, also blur the boundaries in ways traditionalists find troubling. Many Jews, especially those not involved in the dialogical enterprise, suspect that the Christian embrace of Jewish origins has a missiological purpose. A second and related concern about boundary-blurring is the question of assimilation of Jews into the wider, non-Jewish-and increasingly nonChristian-culture. Through intermarriage, secularization, and a general liberalizing of social mores in the West, constructing and maintaining a clear Jewish identity has become increasingly difficult. A number of programs have developed within Judaism to counteract these problems. Birthright Israel funds a ten-day trip to Israel for secular young adults in order to "strengthen Jewish identity, Jewish communities, and solidarity with Israel."
7 Jdate bills itself as the "premier" Jewish dating service, one among hundreds of such programs.
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A third and enduring reason for anti-Christian polemic is the harrowing legacy of Christian Antisemitism. Some argue that the "teaching of contempt" is built into the very fabric of Christian doctrine. though his arguments about Christian origins have been refuted in academic assessments and in reviews published in scholarly journals, his books remain quite popular, as evidenced by GoodReads. They continue to inform Jewish and non-Jewish understanding of Christianity. Second, since polemical works were directed at insiders rather than outsiders, Maccoby intended to furnish Jewish readers with anti-Christian ammunition in the present, not just as an academic exercise. A look at his complete corpus demonstrates that his primary concern was to write for Jews about Judaism rather than to engage in dialogue with, or to communicate with, Christians. Moreover, his historical studies were designed to show the disconnection rather than the connection between Judaism and Christianity. Third, Maccoby took a very different approach from contemporaries such as Samuel Sandmel and Geza Vermes, and from present-day Jewish scholars such as Amy-Jill Levine and Pamela Eisenbaum, who are committed to genuine dialogue with Christians. While these and other scholars do not avoid telling inconvenient truths to their Christian readers, their tone and style indicate warmth, affection, and appreciation. In contrast, Maccoby adopted a combative and "needlessly pugilistic stance," which would confound most attempts to engage in thoughtful and respectful discussion. 16 Even though Maccoby warrants consideration, we might ask if it is appropriate to examine a polemicist in a periodical dedicated to interreligious understanding. The Journal of Ecumenical Studies regularly publishes articles that highlight Christian ideas and practices that have served as impediments to Jewish and Christian dialogue. For example, John T. Squires's analysis of key issues made in public statements about Christians relating to Jews includes a section devoted to "Matters to Be Deplored." 17 In addition,
J.E.S. publishes reviews of books that assess Antisemitism, Islamophobia, and other obstacles to genuine interfaith appreciation. Less frequentlyone might say, rarely-does J.E.S. address Jewish attitudes toward Christianity, problematic or otherwise, although there are notable exceptions. 18 It 16 "Needlessly pugilistic stance" is from an undated, unsigned article in Kirkus Review; see https://www.kirkusreviews.com/book-reviews/hyman-maccoby/the-mythmaker-paul -and-the-invention-of-christi/.
17 John T. therefore seems fitting for this journal to document the ideas of one influential polemicist and his misrepresentation of Christian history and doctrine.
This essay describes the key arguments Maccoby makes in order to show how this significant Jewish scholar depicted Christianity and its origins. Its purpose is to reveal the "Christian story" created by Maccoby in order to heighten awareness about what many Jews believe to be true about Christianity. 19 Working from the premise that the Jewish narrative of Christianity can be every bit as troubling as the Christian chronicle of Judaism, it introduces readers to some of its contours. It does not attempt to refute the opinions of Maccoby but, rather, puts the British scholar's work within the historical context of Jewish anti-Christian polemical works and presents the specifics of his characterization of Christianity.
Jewish Polemical Arguments before Hyam Maccoby
Polemical exchanges have characterized the relationship between Judaism and Christianity since their beginnings, because adherents of both faiths have defined themselves in opposition to the other. 20 Scholars have challenged the Jewish dogma that Christianity was a daughter religion born out of a normative Judaism by persuasively demonstrating that the two faiths simultaneously emerged from the crucible of political, cultural, and theological ferment occurring in the first centuries of the Common Era. 21 Al-though Christian arguments against Jewish traditions could be said to begin with the apostle Paul and the New Testament evangelists, it was not until the early third century that we find a clear Jewish response. This was when the Pirke Avot of the Mishnah justified a system of Jewish traditions as being divinely given to Moses and handed down to the present, in possible rebuttal to the Christian claim of apostolic tradition that began with Jesus as outlined by Clement of Rome at the end of the first century.
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Although many, and perhaps most, Jews would deny that rabbinic literature and Jewish liturgy in any way self-consciously negated Christian beliefs and practices, recent research tells a different story. For example, the anachronistic depiction of Abraham as an observant Jew before Sinaicircumcised on Yom Kippur, observant of Passover, heeding all the rituals of purity-probably reflected rabbinic rejection of Pauline emphasis on the faith of Abraham. According to Samuel Sandmel, the rabbis portrayed "the originator of faith in the true God . . . [as the one who] abides in that faith against persecuting idolaters," that is, Christians. 23 The Jewish Passover and promoted by leading Jews who could temporarily ignore some of Houston's anti-Jewish views in exchange for broadcasting his well-reasoned antiChristian opinions. Throughout the nineteenth century, Reform Jews in the United States used arguments from Deism, Freethought, and earlier Jewish polemical texts to wage an ideological battle against a militant missionary movement in American Protestantism. In Religion and Reason, for example, Isaac Mayer Wise (1819-1900) invoked rationality to defend Jewish beliefs: "Nothing which reason rejects is to be accepted," which of course meant Christianity. 36 New arguments against Christianity emerged in the nineteenth century-and from an unlikely source. Protestant biblical theologians began to evaluate the influence that Hellenistic culture had upon early Christianity. F. C. Baur (1792-1860) and the style of biblical criticism he founded at the University of Tübingen profoundly influenced all subsequent study of the Bible. Baur posited a Jewish church founded by Peter and a gentile church founded by Paul; both strands of Christianity reached a final synthesis in Catholic Christianity. These strands of Christianity could be observed throughout the New Testament, which attempted to smooth over theological differences. Baur highlighted the Hellenistic nature of the gentile church, and Jewish polemicists developed this emphasis further. Today, however, historians of first-century Judaic religions (which would include Christianity) do not draw the distinction between Hellenism and Judaism so sharply. "This is not to deny that Judaism and Hellenism each possessed certain unique features, but it remains a distortion to treat them as two opposed systems, each one coherent and consistent in itself and sharply contrasting to the other." ricity of the Bible and about the New Testament than even the most unconvinced Jew.
The nascent Wissenschaft des Judentums (literally "Science of Judaism" but, more appropriately, "Jewish Studies") in the nineteenth century also led Jewish scholars to reappraise the significance of Jesus in his historical context. In addition, the entry of Jews into New Testament studies at the turn of the twentieth century paradoxically set the stage for modern polemicists. These earlier scholars did not engage in anti-Christian rhetoric themselves; indeed, some, such as Claude G. Montefiore (1858-1938), were particularly irenic, seeking to interpret Christianity to both Christians and Jews.
In general, Jewish New Testament scholars have eschewed polemical argumentation. Jonathan Brumberg-Kraus identified seven "ideological figures" that characterize the approach of these scholars, noting that some make their arguments as being from a "privileged spiritual affinity with the world of the New Testament" or as designed to reveal the anti-Judaism of the New Testament or to bolster Jewish self-esteem. 38 In my view, the feature that differentiates modern Jewish New Testament scholars from their polemical counterparts is that the former are recognized by their scholarly peers, Jew and Christian alike, in academic journals and university presses. Their arguments utilize modern research standards, account for problematic texts in a coherent way, and attend to the historical and cultural environments from which the texts emerged. 39 would cultivate in subsequent books. 53 Jesus was a Pharisee and a messianic claimant, whom Paul misunderstood (or reinvented) to cohere with the apostle's pagan beliefs. This explains why the Gospels show Jesus in conflict with Jews, rather than with Romans. Indeed, the Gospels' silence regarding the Roman occupation is akin to the French writing about 1940-45 without mentioning the Nazi occupation. 54 The book begins with the account of Jesus Barabbas, the criminal whom Pilate set free at the wish of the crowd, and ends by saying that Jesus Barabbas was none other than Jesus the Messiah. The entire Barabbas scene, which appears in all four Gospels, was fabricated in order to stress that Jews were the enemies of Jesus and bore responsibility for his death.
Revolution in Judaea sees Jesus as an apocalyptic messiah, one who fully intended a political kingship but who believed that God alone, not military might, would bring it about. Though Jesus himself was not a zealot, five of his closest disciples were. Jesus began his mission as a prophet announcing the coming Reign of God, but in the last week of his life he became a Messiah when the crowds proclaimed him king as he entered Jerusalem. Jesus was also a Pharisee, a member of the small but popular proto-rabbinical sect in Judaea. His famous sayings and slogans can be traced to Pharisaic lore, according to Maccoby. 55 Tried by the High Priest, rather than the Sanhedrin, on the charge of sedition, he was executed by the Romans as a political prisoner. His followers were observant Jews and would have remained so, were it not for Paul the apostle, "who transformed Nazarenism into Christianity."
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According to Maccoby, Paul hellenized Christianity by introducing foreign beliefs and practices. His letters elevated Jesus to divine status, asserted that the Torah was abrogated, and reinterpreted the death of Jesus in Gnostic terms. The Gospels reproduced Pauline doctrine and were written through the lenses of belief in dualism, antinomianism, predestination, absolutionism, and original sin. For Paul, Jesus did not die in conflict with Rome but, rather, in a cosmic struggle between good and evil. This explains 53 This analysis presents the views of Maccoby, not those of the present author. 54 Maccoby, Revolution in Judaea, p. 20. 55 The book's appendices show parallels between Jesus' teachings and Pharisaic teachings. 56 Maccoby, Revolution in Judaea, p. 179.
why the figure of Satan emerges as "a second God" in the New Testament. Maccoby concluded: "Jesus was a good man who fell among Gentiles. That is to say, he fell among those who did not understand that to turn him into a god was to diminish him. He tried to bring about the kingdom of God on earth, and he failed; but the meaning of his life is in the attempt, not in the failure."
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The Sacred Executioner expands upon some of the themes introduced in Revolution in Judaea but focuses on theology rather than history. This work reflects Maccoby's background in Classics and English, as he examined the mythological figure "who slays another person . . . and as a result is treated as both sacred and accursed."
58 When this "sacred executioner" kills another (whether by accident or by evil design), the death somehow benefits the tribe, thereby making it a ritual sacrifice rather than a random murder. A further benefit is that the group is absolved of guilt for the act, while the sacred executioner takes both the blame and the punishment for it. According to Maccoby, we find this character in the Bible (Cain and Abel, the Kenites and the Rechabites), as well as in classical accounts (Romulus and Remus, the bull-slaying feast in Athens, Set and Osiris) and other world mythology (the Teutonic figures of Hother and Balder). Human culture eventually repudiates human sacrifice, as evidenced by the story of Abraham and Isaac (Genesis 22), replacing it with animal and vegetable offerings. Maccoby argued, however, that Christianity regressed "to earlier modes of atonement, and, inevitably, a revival of the idea of shifting blame by vicarious atonement, both in the form of a sacrificial victim and in the less understood form of the Sacred Executioner . . . who vicariously undergoes the guilt felt by mankind because of its desperate recourse to sacrificial modes of atonement for its sins." 59 This "foundation myth"
places human sacrifice at the heart of Christianity in order to placate a "God who was regarded as angry with all mankind because of the sin of Adam."
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The death of Jesus is not the death of just a human being or martyr but is, instead, a cosmic sacrifice born out of a Hellenistic, rather than Jewish, understanding of atonement. Christianity adopted the idea of a dying and ris- The role of the Jews as the Sacred Executioner does not end with Jesus' death but continues throughout history. This explains why Christians believe that Jews hate Christianity and why they plot (imaginary) crimes against Christians: poisoning wells, spreading plague, committing ritual murder, violating the Virgin Mary, and "killing" the host. These stories served as the "reservoir of loathing and contempt of the Jew that enabled the Nazis to carry through their policy of extermination." 63 In other words, the myth of the Sacred Executioner became so embedded in Christendom (Maccoby's expression) that Nazism would never have come into existence without it. Maccoby admitted that there were liberal Christians "even in the Roman Catholic Church" who did not see Jesus' death as a sacrifice, 64 thus indicating his awareness that his view was not uncontested. The idea of vicarious atonement is not the only view of Jesus' death, and "in fact, it isn't even the classical view," says Alan T. Davies. "There is no single Christian myth of redemption, and never has been." 65 Moreover, Maccoby's Freudian approach-seen in his analysis of the mass, which in the Middle Ages "became the centre of oral-aggressive fantasies of killing and eating the sacrificed god" 66 -also has been criticized. 67 One might also question Realm of God. The Pharisees were the party of opposition to Rome, existing in tension with the Sadducees and the priesthood. Therefore, it seems "incredible" that a Pharisee would work for the High Priest to hound the Jerusalem church, which was accepted and even defended by the Pharisees, according to the book of Acts.
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In addition, Paul's psychological dualism did not characterize pharisaic thinking. On the contrary, the ideological parallel is with Gnosticism, which saw evil forces organized in a hierarchy against God. Jesus came as a divine savior from heaven to earth to break their power. Paul's Gnostic viewpoint also explains his antinomianism, since one school of Gnosticism claimed that the god of the Jews was an inferior demiurge who gave Torah to Israel. Paul's fable included elements from the mystery religions as well, 73 79 He observed that the Gospel of John does not associate the words of institution with an actual meal but reports Jesus as instructing his disciples to eat his flesh and drink his blood, a rather shocking concept for any Jews. Maccoby saw this as evidence that Paul's own words of institution were later attributed to Jesus, when Jesus himself simply blessed wine and bread at the end of a meal. The book concludes by declaring that Paul "sharpened and intensified" the Antisemitism that exists in Gnosticism: "The Jews became not just the opponents of the figure descended from the world of light, but the performers of the cosmic sacrifice by which the heavenly visitant brings salvation." 80 he took in The Mythmaker, by expounding further and in more scholarly detail upon his discussions of Gnosticism, the mystery religions, and the eucharist. While The Mythmaker briefly criticizes New Testament scholars Lloyd Gaston, John Gager, and Krister Stendahl-who argue that Paul, a Jew, did not intend to found a new religion but wanted to bring Judaism to the gentiles-Paul and Hellenism devotes twenty-four pages to refuting these academics. Maccoby conceded that contemporary Christian theologians reject the Hellenistic interpretation that he applied to Paul, but he added that "[t]he resultant gap between Jesus and Paul . . . was too hard to bear." 81 He also admitted that Paul and Hellenism was intended to counter scholarly efforts to identify Hellenistic elements in Jewish literature. Finally, he credited Paul with providing the link between Gnosticism and Christian Antisemitism; while Paul was not antisemitic, his elevation of the Jews as the "communal Sacred Executioner for Christianity" left them accursed.
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In Judas Iscariot, Maccoby advanced an argument made in the appendix to Revolution in Judaea, namely, that Judas Iscariot was Jesus' brother. One of the twelve disciples, also known as Thaddeus, Judas was a Galilean zealot as indicated by his name (sicari/iscariot, which means dagger). Though he was more radical than Jesus, a fact that perhaps led to a certain estrangement, he nevertheless became a leader in the Jerusalem church and probably wrote the New Testament letter ascribed to him. But, thanks to the rise of the Pauline church, "Judas" became synonymous with "Jew," so this mysterious figure became "the eponymous representative of the Jewish people as a whole." 83 As long as the Jews are perceived as Christ-killers who are performing the role of the sacred executioner, Antisemitism will continue. 
